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where he achieved the rank of colonel. 
He then went on to work in Arkansas 
as a deputy prosecutor, chief assistant 
attorney general, and ultimately 
served as the Chief Justice of the Ar-
kansas Supreme Court for 10 years 
from 1985 to 1995. 

Jack Holt will be remembered for his 
significant contributions to the mod-
ern justice system that exists in Ar-
kansas, including the creation of our 
juvenile courts. 

Justice Holt is credited with setting 
up the essential parts of our court sys-
tems in Arkansas. His advancement of 
the education requirement for attor-
neys and the creation of more staff po-
sitions to help circuit court judges has 
greatly improved the effectiveness of 
justice in my State. 

I thank former Chief Justice Holt for 
his many years of service and contribu-
tions to the State of Arkansas. His leg-
acy truly lives on. 

My prayers for comfort are with his 
wife Jane, their family, and their 
friends. 

RESCUE ROAD 
Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to congratulate Rescue Road on res-
cuing 8,000 dogs. 

Rescue Road is a dog fostering orga-
nization based in Little Rock. Their 
mission is to place adoptable dogs in 
high-kill shelters into other networks 
in order to find a permanent home and 
a loving family. The organization 
works with their team of volunteers 
and foster families throughout our 
State of Arkansas. 

In January they placed their 8,000th 
dog in a home—a great milestone. 

I thank all those volunteers involved 
with Rescue Road for their hard work 
and for their dedication to helping dogs 
find their forever homes. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

ISSUES OF THE DAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
GROTHMAN) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to discuss three issues. 
Some have gotten attention, and some 
have not this week, but all of them are 
important, and I would say none of 
them got the attention they deserve. 

The first issue to talk about is the 
size of our Federal debt. 

Now, I know, ever since I was a child, 
people have talked about deficit spend-
ing and the amount of the Federal debt 
that someday the children or grand-
children will have to pay off. 

I think it is important to look, 
though, that this time things really 
are different. The only time the Fed-
eral debt ever got to the total gross na-
tional product in this country—which 
is one way to compare debt at different 
times in our country’s history—was 
when it actually hit 100 percent at the 
end of World War II. That is not sur-
prising. 

If you know people who lived during 
World War II, Mr. Speaker, the entire 
economy was devoted to munitions, a 
huge percent of our population was in 
the armed services, and we hit 100 per-
cent. 

However—unlike now—when the war 
ended, it was easy to reduce Federal 
spending. Hundreds of thousands of 
troops were, in essence, laid off and 
sent back to work in the private sec-
tor, we stopped building the ships, 
planes, and tanks we needed during the 
war, and as a result, over the next 30 
years, the amount of the Federal debt 
dropped from 100 percent of GDP down 
to around 30 percent. It bounced back 
and forth around that level, maybe 40 
percent, all the way to about 1995. 

Even then that was too big, and peo-
ple commented at the time, but the 
debt was about 30 to 45 percent of GDP. 

Then, beginning with around 2010, 
things began to shoot up, and in COVID 
they shot up even more. We are now— 
or within a couple years will be—where 
we were at the end of World War II. But 
there are no tank factories or ship fac-
tories to shut down, and we can’t lay 
off hundreds of thousands of troops. 

Indeed, any Congressman knows that 
basically our day is spent attending 
meetings in our offices when we are 
here with various groups asking for 
spending increases and saying that 
they absolutely need them. 

So this time, we really are in a crisis. 
Not only are we in a situation in 

which we are approaching 100 percent 
of our debt equaling 100 percent of 
GDP, but because interest rates are 
going up and the huge increase in debt 
the last 2 years, the amount we are 
paying in interest is skyrocketing. 

We cannot reduce the interest. If we 
had interest on our debt—which we an-
ticipate will go up in the next year 
from $640 billion a year to $740 billion 
a year—that is a $100 billion spending 
increase that we have no control over. 

As the debt continues to go up and as 
the Federal Reserve feels—and I was in 
a committee hearing yesterday both 
the Republican witnesses and Demo-
crat witnesses felt given what inflation 
was going on, as the Federal Reserve 
continues to raise interest rates, the 
amount of interest that we have to pay 
every year goes up. 

Think about that, Mr. Speaker. We 
have got about a $100 billion increase 
in the difference between what we are 
going to pay in interest in 2023 and 2024 
before we look at anything else. 

So the fact that this budget proposal 
contains more spending is, by itself, 
deeply concerning. It shows that the 
basic numbers have not gotten through 
the heads of the Biden administration, 
or maybe they feel that by the time we 
finally hit the wall and the value of the 
dollar will have a hard time paying off 
our debt, that he will be in a retire-
ment home and other people will have 
to deal with it. 

But the American public should 
know that for the first time since 
World War II, we are approaching hav-

ing the total debt equal to 100 percent 
of our GDP—a complete crisis. 

The next thing to look at is if we 
must spend more, then where does 
President Biden feel it has to be spent? 

One place it is not going to be spent, 
one place that we actually have a re-
duction here, is homeland security. 
The biggest crisis we have in this coun-
try is people streaming across our 
southern border. But we can find over a 
10 percent increase for the Department 
of Commerce, we can find almost a 10 
percent increase for the Department of 
the Interior, an 11 percent increase for 
the Department of Labor, and a 19 per-
cent increase for the Environmental 
Protection Agency, but when it comes 
down to the one thing that you turn on 
the TV every night and say, wow, we 
have to spend more money there, on 
the Department of Homeland Security 
there is a 1 percent reduction. 

This is where our President is. 
We are going to continue to have in-

creased spending across the board— 
some of which is necessary—but the 
one place we don’t have an increase is 
homeland security. That and transpor-
tation. I take that to be because we 
just had the huge infrastructure bill 
and, therefore, we don’t need an in-
crease in the spending on transpor-
tation. 

The other thing I would like to point 
out, as you dig deeper into the budget, 
with regard to any agency you look at, 
Mr. Speaker, you have more money for 
bureaucrats devoted to dividing Amer-
ica by race: We have to do more to 
favor this race or that race or this gen-
der or that gender. 

That is so offensive and un-Amer-
ican. I am going to address it a lot 
more in a few minutes. But it is inter-
esting that at the time we are getting 
the highest amount of debt as a per-
centage of GDP in my lifetime, the 
President responds by saying that the 
one area that we absolutely have to 
have more in is hiring bureaucrats 
whose job depends on telling America 
we have a racist problem and we have 
to identify people by race. That is a big 
problem. 

So I encourage the American public 
to pay attention to the budget, pay at-
tention to the fact that we are hitting 
in our lifetimes the greatest debt ever, 
and pay attention to the fact that even 
before we argue and quibble about how 
much the Department of Education 
should go up or down or how much we 
should spend more or less on defense, 
we are going to have a $100 billion in-
crease in the amount of interest we pay 
next year. 

The next area to look at—and I men-
tioned that the Biden administration 
actually feels we can reduce the total 
amount we are spending on homeland 
security—is I wish the press would 
spend more time seeing what is hap-
pening with the children at our south-
ern border. 

There was, in retrospect, a relatively 
small number of children who had to be 
separated from their parents who had 
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broken the law, and by court order 
those children were returned to their 
parents in either 15 or 30 days. It was a 
relatively small number. 

Now you look, Mr. Speaker, and it 
varies from month to month, but it is 
not unusual to have 8,000 to 10,000 un-
accompanied children enter this coun-
try every month. 

Where are all of these people who, a 
few years ago, were alarmed that some 
young people would have to spend 2 
weeks without their parents, and now 
we have 8,000 to 10,000 kids a month en-
tering America? 

We don’t spin them back around and 
say: Go back to your parents where 
they belong. 

Instead, we look at an address that 
perhaps is attached to their shirt that 
says 123 Elm Street, Portland, Oregon, 
and the Border Patrol or the agencies, 
like Catholic Social Services, find 
some way to deliver that child where it 
says on the address. 

Does anybody feel that is outlandish? 
I know the individual Border Patrol 

agencies think how horrible that is. 
We do know that sometimes when 

children come with people who they be-
lieve are their parents, the Border Pa-
trol gets suspicious and does DNA 
tests. It is not unusual to find that peo-
ple try to bring children across and say 
that they are their children, you do a 
DNA test, and you find out they are 
not. So we already realize there are 
sketchy things going on down there. 

What becomes of these children 
whom their parents send across the 
southern border? 

Some of them have to go to work. 
The New York Times had an inter-
esting article about that recently. 
When parents send their children to 
work then the children perhaps are 
supposed to send money back to Cen-
tral America and to South America. 

b 1245 
We know that people who are cross-

ing the southern border—depending 
upon where they are from—the drug 
gangs are taking advantage of the open 
border policy by President Biden, and 
the drug kings are demanding pay-
ment, perhaps payment coming back 
from America. Is it right that a young 
child without their parents gets 
shipped somewhere in America and has 
to work in some factory, and some of 
the money is sent to the drug cartels, 
other money is sent back home to the 
parents? Is that good? Is that what 
America wants to encourage? America 
is responsible for allowing this system 
to continue. And what do the kids do? 

At least The New York Times says 
they work in factories—maybe there 
can be safer factories—but they work 
in factories. How many are working, 
for example, in the sex trade? Who 
knows? This is something the press 
ought to be paying more attention to. 
I intend to have a hearing on this topic 
sometime within the next 6 weeks, and 
hopefully we can find out a little bit 
more about what happens to these indi-
vidual kids. 

If the people, including the media, 
who is so alarmed that the kids of par-
ents who have broken the law had to 
spend a couple weeks apart from their 
parents, if this media would wake up a 
little bit, they would find a lot more 
kids are being permanently separated 
from their parents or at least separated 
from them for years and years at the 
border. If the press would wake up, 
they would be able to apply the pres-
sure that we need to get these children 
back to their parents. 

I will give another example along the 
lines of keeping families together. I 
know that there are devotees of Black 
Lives Matter who don’t believe in the 
traditional family, they would rather 
have families without a dad at home, 
but I still believe that is best. What 
happens when a child shows up at the 
southern border with only one parent? 

Now, we know in the United States in 
our court system if the parents are sep-
arated, frequently there are court or-
ders. Both mom and dad have to stay 
relatively close to the child. We don’t 
let one parent grab the child without 
the other parent signing off and run to 
a different part of the country. 

Nevertheless, the Border Patrol is 
worried—and they are on the ground— 
they are worried when they see chil-
dren show up with one parent and not 
the other parent. Has anybody adju-
dicated this? Have any social workers 
determined this is okay or is it just 
one parent who doesn’t care about the 
other parent bringing their children 
here? The United States apparently 
takes no interest as families are being 
torn apart. 

Again, this is something that my 
subcommittee will look at, but it 
shouldn’t take that long. It should be 
the comatose American press corps 
who right now is paying attention and 
saying where is the legal documenta-
tion that allows you to show up with 
your parents and the other parent be 
gone? This desire to get rid of the nu-
clear family or deprive children from 
south of the border of their mom or dad 
is offensive, and the United States is 
part of it. 

I hope that the Biden administration 
does something about it, and I hope 
when we ever get around to an immi-
gration bill or that a new President 
gets in office that the policy is such 
that we are not going to take one child 
unless we know where both parents are. 

Now, the third issue is an issue that 
is so dear to President Biden’s adminis-
tration. When he was sworn in as Presi-
dent—I actually attended his inaugural 
speech, being the bipartisan guy that I 
am—President Biden addressed racism 
four times and white supremacy once. I 
think it is unusual when we obsess over 
racism in this country. We are obvi-
ously about the least racist country 
that existed, right? People come here 
from all around the world. People back 
in the eastern hemisphere fight Tribe 
against Tribe in Africa. They fight 
country against country in Europe. 
Different states or different religions 

fight and kill each other in India, but 
they all come here to America, and 
they get along just fine. 

Nevertheless, Joe Biden is obsessed 
with the idea that we have a horrible 
racist country, and we have to weigh in 
and perhaps give preferences to people 
one way or the other. So we get the 
drum beat of racism, racism, racism. 
We heard it again in his State of the 
Union speech. In his State of the Union 
speech, Joe Biden couldn’t resist but go 
after the police in this country and say 
that Black parents have to tell their 
children to look out for the horrible 
police. Even the studies that are now 
years old show that when adjusted for 
criminal behavior, adjusted for arrest, 
there is no greater danger of Black peo-
ple in the population as a whole in con-
frontation with police, but Joe Biden, I 
can only assume because he wants to 
tear apart America, keeps getting up 
on the platform saying we have got 
this racist problem, we have got to 
look out for the police. It is not true. 
What is the result of this mindset that 
we have this horrible racial problem 
and we have to do something about it? 

Joe Biden obviously wants this nar-
rative to continue. The first thing he 
wants to do is hire a bunch of bureau-
crats—more certainly in his proposed 
budget—hire bureaucrats throughout 
the Federal agencies to deal with the 
supposed racial problem and dive in 
looking for the people you hire, the 
people you deal with. Let’s look at it 
through the racial prism. 

As it so happens—and I think this 
should be more publicized—America 
has had a policy of affirmative action 
since 1965 in this country. That is when 
President Lyndon Johnson, I think in 
part in response to the Jim Crow era 
which had just ended in the south, 
began a policy of affirmative action. 
Today, every American business with 
at least 100 employees or any business 
with at least 50 employees that does 
$50,000 worth of contracting with the 
government is affected by the affirma-
tive action order that was begun by 
Lyndon Johnson over 50 years ago. 

Obviously, the purpose of affirmative 
action is to put the thumb on the scale 
when a company does hiring, when 
they do promoting, when they do fir-
ing. The stated purpose of this massive 
bureaucracy is to give what was a prac-
tical matter amongst the preferences 
to Americans who basically descend 
from anywhere around the world other 
than northern Africa and Europe. I 
should point out recently President 
Biden wanted to—or gave notice—that 
he wants at least people to fill out 
forms differently. Right now you are 
considered, I guess, what we will refer 
to as ‘‘white’’ if you are from north Af-
rica, but President Biden wants to take 
people from Egypt and Syria, what-
ever, and give them a new place on the 
form. I would assume—I am not sure 
but I would assume—that means more 
affirmative action for people in that 
part of the world, as well. 

Insofar as companies change their 
policies to make these forms come up 
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better or more what they like, it 
means that you are giving preferences 
to one group over another group. Even 
more absurdly, frequently the group 
you are giving preferences to are immi-
grants who weren’t even here in the 
United States. I wish we would have 
hearings on this topic, and I wish the 
press would delve into this topic and 
ask: Why if you move here from, wher-
ever, Peru, Pakistan, Philippines, 
wherever, why in the world should you 
be treated differently or should a com-
pany feel that they have to go out of 
the way to give preferences to these 
groups when they have never been sub-
ject to any discrimination in this coun-
try at all, much less slavery? Why 
when it comes to African Americans— 
assuming that we should do this sort of 
thing, and I am not sure it is right at 
all, but if we are going to have to do 
this sort of thing at all, why if some-
body moves here from Jamaica or Ba-
hamas or Nigeria or somewhere, comes 
here for a better life in America when 
a company hires you or when an Amer-
ican governmental entity hires you, 
why do these diversity people feel you 
should be given preference over people 
who are already here? Does anybody 
think that is a little bit odd? I think it 
is something they particular ought to 
look into because President Biden 
wants to get so many more people here, 
including illegally. As a practical mat-
ter right now there are a lot of big 
businesses who feel it will help them in 
the eyes of the government if they hire 
people who just immigrated here, 
maybe people who just immigrated 
here illegally as opposed to some of the 
native born. 

I will give an anecdote that I re-
peated in committee the other day. I 
spoke to a gentleman whose son 
worked for a major American cabinet 
department. He was happy with his job. 
He went to school for the job he got. 
After 8 or 9 years he wondered why he 
wasn’t moving up, why he wasn’t pro-
moted. He was doing a good job. Well, 
he was told: ‘‘You are a white guy who 
is not a veteran.’’ Of course we give 
preferences to veterans, too. Now, is 
that right? If it is right, if people feel 
from here on out that is the way it is 
going to be in the United States, 
shouldn’t the agencies that behave this 
way at least be required to post some-
thing saying that if you are going to be 
held back because you are not a vet-
eran, if you are going to be held back 
by your race that you should know this 
before you accept this job? I would 
think at a minimum we should at least 
alert the public. It is kind of unusual 
that we have this problem, but I do feel 
that some committee or the press, if 
they want to educate the public about 
what is going on, ought to delve into 
this issue a little bit more. These are 
questions that I think the press ought 
to ask. 

When we embark on this affirmative 
action policy in which we are picking 
people by background, does this affect 
the quality of life in America? Okay. If 

when we determine admissions to med-
ical schools or admissions to schools of 
engineering or something like pilots, 
when the Biden administration says we 
have to run all these through the bean 
counters, do we wind up with perhaps 
some people who are not as qualified? 
Does that affect the quality of life in 
America? 

When is a minority entitled to a pref-
erence? Is it somebody who is half from 
a different country, is it a quarter, is it 
an eighth? Right now you self-identify. 
ELIZABETH WARREN was something like 
1/64th or 128th Native American, and 
she claimed to be Native American, 
used it to become a law professor at 
Harvard. Good for her. Is that right? 
How about a quarter? Is that right? 
Half? An eighth? I’m not sure. Is it 
right that if you move here directly 
from Spain you are European. If your 
ancestors came from Spain and spent a 
few generations in Mexico you are 
somebody in need of protection? Does 
that make any sense? I think the press 
ought to ask that question. 

Again, in this country I believe af-
firmative action was—or we were led to 
believe—was to a certain extent mak-
ing up for Jim Crow or even slavery, 
but if you are somebody who comes 
here of African descent, from Nigeria 
or Jamaica, you didn’t experience Jim 
Crow, you didn’t experience slavery. Is 
it right that preferences be given to 
groups like this? 

A lot of times people say it is about 
diversity. Well, there is such a thing as 
diversity in background, and maybe we 
learn different things with different 
backgrounds, but this is all—or fre-
quently—race related. If I grow up next 
to somebody who is a quarter Mexican, 
and we have had the exact same experi-
ences and are best friends and played 
together on the football team and grad-
uated together from high school, is 
there really diversity in hiring one of 
us instead of the other of us or letting 
one of us in school compared to the 
other school? That is ridiculous, but 
that is what the law is currently right 
now. Of course, I think there are a lot 
of people that have a vested interest in 
keeping this going. There are people 
who, I think, want to destroy America 
by trying to set people from one area 
up against another area. There are peo-
ple that want to protect their jobs, and 
these could be very good-paying jobs, 
monitoring this diversity stuff from 
company to company, and now in order 
to protect their jobs these programs 
have to continue to keep on going. 
They are good-paying jobs, and they 
are consultants who make well into the 
six figures whose jobs depend upon this 
diversity stuff. I hope the press looks 
into that, sees how much people are 
making. 

The diversity program can favor 
women, as well. Right now in America, 
single women under 30 actually make 
more than single men under 30. Do we 
need all this paperwork and experts to 
delve into things to protect the 
women? I don’t know. 

I will give a little anecdote. I know a 
woman, she is retired now, but she was 
a human resources person for a manu-
facturing firm that did business with 
the government. They had over 100 em-
ployees. 

b 1300 

There were two anecdotes that both-
ered her and caused her to search me 
out. One was the company she was with 
wanted to hire a new engineer. Like 
many companies do, they hired an 
independent firm to administer their 
affirmative action program because 
they didn’t want to get in trouble with 
the Federal Government. 

The affirmative action group told 
them—although some people say they 
shouldn’t have told them. You want to 
go from hiring five engineers to six en-
gineers? Well, right now, all five engi-
neers in your company are men. The 
sixth engineer better be a woman. It 
doesn’t have to be a woman, but if it is 
not a woman, you have to be prepared 
to be audited and prove you did all you 
could to try to hire a woman in that 
sixth slot. 

She didn’t really like that. She 
thought that was wrong. Is that right? 

The same thing happened in manage-
ment. There were four members of 
what was classified as management. 
They wanted to hire a fifth. They were 
told by the experts, who they were pay-
ing, in this field: You better look for a 
minority for that fifth management po-
sition. It doesn’t have to be a minority, 
but if the Federal Government audits 
you, you could get in trouble. You bet-
ter be able to prove you did all you 
could to try to hire a minority. 

I was back home a few weeks ago and 
talked to a woman who brought this up 
on her own. She worked for a financial 
institution. She said that an opening 
for a position had been going on for 
months, but they couldn’t hire any-
body because all the applicants were 
White men. Interesting. 

Is that right in America? I guess the 
bank felt you don’t want to get on the 
wrong side of the Federal Government. 

In any event, these are three topics 
that I don’t feel the press has paid 
enough attention to, but I hope they do 
a better job in the future of alerting 
the American public to the fact that 
we are approaching 100 percent of GDP 
in our debt, the highest since World 
War II. Unlike World War II, we are not 
going to lay off or shut down tons of 
factories making tanks and ships. It is 
going to be much more difficult this 
time. 

I hope the American public also de-
cides to weigh in when we do have an 
increase in spending. Is it right? One of 
only two agencies—at least on this 
summary; three agencies on this sum-
mary of all the agencies we have. 
Homeland Security, which is in charge 
of the border, is one of the few that is 
actually getting a cut. 

Does the American public think that 
is the one agency that is overstaffed 
and bloated? I am not sure. 
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I hope the American public and the 

press corps, which really determines 
our agenda, pay a little bit more atten-
tion to all the unaccompanied minors 
streaming across the southern border 
without parents, maybe never to see 
their parents again. 

Who knows what people are doing 
with them, human trafficked or what-
ever, but that is what we do right now. 
Johnny shows up with a note on his 
shirt: Deliver me to 123 Elm Street, 
Portland, Oregon. 

Yes, sir. We don’t ask where your 
parents are. We are going to deliver 
him wherever you want. I hope the 
American public is concerned about 
that. 

Finally, I think, particularly in the 
days of Joe Biden, where he is trying to 
hire so many more bureaucrats to ad-
minister affirmative action sort of pro-
grams, why don’t we ask some ques-
tions about this, about this program? 
Who benefits? Do they benefit? Does it 
affect the overall quality of work in 
some areas in America? 

I think we ought to have that discus-
sion. I know the Supreme Court is hav-
ing that discussion, but it affects, like 
I said, a lot more than admissions to 
school. It affects hiring, both in the 
private sector and public sector, and it 
affects government contracting, as 
well. 

Three topics for the press if they are 
paying attention. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 10, 2023. 

I hereby designate the period from Mon-
day, March 13, 2023, through Tuesday, March 
21, 2023, as a ‘‘district work period’’ under 
section 3(z) of House Resolution 5. 

KEVIN MCCARTHY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Cheryl L. Johnson, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly an en-
rolled joint resolution of the House of 
the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 26. Joint Resolution disapproving 
the action of the District of Columbia Coun-
cil in approving the Revised Criminal Code 
Act of 2022. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Tuesday, March 14, 2023, 
at 4 p.m. 

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION 

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Member executed the oath for 
access to classified information: 

Jennifer L. McClellan 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

EC–576. A letter from the Associate Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, 
Office of Housing, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Adjustable Rate 
Mortgages: Transitioning From LIBOR to 
Alternate Indices [Docket No.: FR-6151-F-03] 
(RIN: 2502-AJ51) received March 8, 2023, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

EC–577. A letter from the President, trans-
mitting notification that the national emer-
gency with respect to Iran that was declared 
by Executive Order 12957, on March 15, 1995, 
is to continue in effect beyond March 15, 
2023, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1622(d); Public 
Law 94-412, Sec. 202(d); (90 Stat. 1257) (H. Doc. 
No. 118—15); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

EC–578. A letter from the Chief, Trade and 
Commercial Regulations Branch, U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection, Department of 
Homeland Security, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Extension of Import Restric-
tions Imposed on Certain Archaeological Ma-
terial of Belize [CBP: Dec. 23-02] (RIN: 1515- 
AE78) received March 3, 2023, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, Mr. AGUILAR, Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Ms. SPANBERGER, Ms. 
ADAMS, Ms. SALINAS, Ms. CRAIG, Ms. 
KUSTER, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. PRESSLEY, 
Ms. LEE of California, Ms. BALINT, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN, Ms. PETTERSEN, Ms. PINGREE, 
Ms. HOULAHAN, Ms. BUSH, Mrs. DIN-
GELL, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. 
ROSS, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. TITUS, Ms. 
MATSUI, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SLOTKIN, 
Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. MENG, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Ms. STEVENS, Ms. SCHOLTEN, 
Ms. OMAR, Mrs. HAYES, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. CROCKETT, Ms. WEXTON, 
Ms. TOKUDA, Mrs. BEATTY, Ms. CHU, 
Ms. BROWNLEY, Ms. CASTOR of Flor-
ida, Ms. MANNING, Ms. PORTER, Ms. 
SCHRIER, Ms. UNDERWOOD, Ms. 
SÁNCHEZ, Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER, Mrs. 
FLETCHER, Ms. LOIS FRANKEL of Flor-
ida, Mrs. TRAHAN, Mrs. MCBATH, Ms. 
DEAN of Pennsylvania, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Ms. PEREZ, Ms. STRICKLAND, Ms. 
SCANLON, Ms. WATERS, Ms. 
STANSBURY, Ms. SHERRILL, Ms. 
BARRAGÁN, Ms. WILLIAMS of Georgia, 
Ms. BUDZINSKI, Mrs. TORRES of Cali-

fornia, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. JAYAPAL, 
Ms. TLAIB, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Ms. 
JACOBS, Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas, Mrs. 
CHERFILUS-MCCORMICK, Ms. JACKSON 
LEE, Ms. BROWN, Ms. PLASKETT, Ms. 
LEE of Pennsylvania, Ms. WILD, Mrs. 
LEE of Nevada, Ms. DELBENE, Ms. 
BONAMICI, Ms. KAMLAGER-DOVE, Ms. 
GARCIA of Texas, Ms. LEGER 
FERNANDEZ, Ms. SEWELL, Ms. HOYLE 
of Oregon, Mrs. FOUSHEE, Ms. 
ESCOBAR, Ms. CARAVEO, Ms. CLARKE 
of New York, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. ESPAILLAT, Mr. GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. BERA, Mr. CARSON, Mr. KIM of 
New Jersey, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. PASCRELL, 
Mr. SCHNEIDER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. HIGGINS 
of New York, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
Mr. DELUZIO, Mr. ALLRED, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. SOTO, 
Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. TRONE, Mr. PHILLIPS, 
Mr. KILMER, Mr. DAVIS of North Caro-
lina, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. NORCROSS, Mr. 
BEYER, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. SORENSEN, Mr. 
SWALWELL, Mr. MRVAN, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. IVEY, Mr. CASAR, 
Mr. STANTON, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. AUCHINCLOSS, Mr. BOW-
MAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. RASKIN, Mr. 
GOLDEN of Maine, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. 
MOSKOWITZ, Mr. CROW, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. GARCÍA of Illinois, Mr. COSTA, Mr. 
HIMES, Mr. GOMEZ, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
CASTRO of Texas, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
NEGUSE, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. MORELLE, 
Mr. GOTTHEIMER, Mr. HARDER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. VARGAS, Mrs. SYKES, Mr. 
MULLIN, Mr. MFUME, Mr. DOGGETT, 
Mr. VEASEY, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. 
POCAN, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. QUIGLEY, 
Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
MCGARVEY, Mr. RYAN, Mr. TONKO, 
Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. RUIZ, Mr. NEAL, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. TORRES of New 
York, Mr. KHANNA, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Mr. ROBERT GARCIA of California, Mr. 
GALLEGO, Mr. CARBAJAL, Mr. BISHOP 
of Georgia, Mr. PETERS, Mr. CASTEN, 
Mr. MOULTON, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. HORSFORD, Mr. LIEU, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Mr. CARTER of Louisiana, 
Mr. VICENTE GONZALEZ of Texas, Mr. 
NICKEL, Mr. KEATING, Mr. THANEDAR, 
Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mrs. MCCLELLAN, 
and Mr. CORREA): 

H.R. 17. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more effec-
tive remedies to victims of discrimination in 
the payment of wages on the basis of sex, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Oversight and Ac-
countability, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. CURTIS (for himself and Mr. 
NEGUSE): 

H.R. 1527. A bill to improve access for out-
door recreation through the use of special 
recreation permits on Federal recreational 
lands and waters, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, and in 
addition to the Committee on Agriculture, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
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